Abstract This paper addresses the question whether the results of input-output (IO) impact analyses differ (and to what extent) when a framework in current prices or in constant prices is used. We consider the effect of an exogenous stimulus of final demand in current prices on (a) gross output in constant prices, and (b) employment. In an empirical application to Denmark, we found that all predicted effects were very similar. This holds in particular for the results at the aggregate, economy-wide level and, to a lesser extent, at the sectoral level.
Introduction
Since the 1990s, physical input-output tables (PIOTs) that measure the deliveries of an industry in a single unit of mass have been compiled. In terms of appropriation of resources (e.g. water, energy, land) for final demand categories, the models based on PIOTs are an alternative to the models based on ordinary monetary inputoutput tables (MIOTs). Hubacek and Giljum (2003) were the first to compare the results for the two models. When calculating land appropriation for exports, they found substantial differences and claimed that the use of PIOTs was more appropriate. This triggered a lively discussion along two different lines. The first focused on the treatment of waste in the model based on PIOTs and was able to explain a part of the differences (see Suh 2004; Dietzenbacher 2005; and Dietzenbacher et al. 2009 ).
Still, the differences remained quite substantial. Using a highly aggregated 3-sector PIOT (in million tons) and MIOT (in billion DM) for Germany in 1990 (see Hubacek and Giljum 2003) , the land use (in 1,000 hectares) as embodied in exports was calculated. The percentage difference for the total land appropriation amounts to 6.4% (7,281.3 thousand hectares when the MIOT based model is used versus 6,845.8 when the PIOT based model is used). For the three underlying sectors, however, the results are quite dramatic. The percentage difference is 8.9% for the primary sector (MIOT: 6,339.3; PIOT: 5,822.4), 68.5% for the secondary sector (MIOT: 807.1; PIOT: 478.9) and −75.2% for the tertiary sector (MIOT: 134.9; PIOT: 544.5).
The second perspective was put forward in Weisz and Duchin (2006) . They convincingly argue that the differences are caused by the fact that the two types of inputoutput (IO) tables cannot be 'translated' into each other by using a single price for all the deliveries of a given sector (or industry). Instead, deliveries from sector i to sector j have a different price than deliveries from sector i to sector k or to the final demand categories. They calculate that the implicit prices of commodity outputs (in DM per ton) range from 0.02 to 0.27 for the primary sector, from 0.67 to 3.80 for the secondary sector, and from 5.31 to 163.09 for the tertiary sector.
The same applies to IO tables in current and in constant prices. That is, sectors do not have a single price deflator that holds uniformly within a corresponding row of the IO table; rather, the intermediate deliveries require cell-specific deflators. This raises the question to what extent the results differ between using the model based on an IO table in current prices and the model based on an IO table in constant prices. The present paper addresses this question. In the next section, we will present the methods, one of which is novel. Section 3 discusses the results of an application using Denmark's IO tables and Section 4 concludes.
Methods
The central question is whether the results of input-output (IO) impact analyses differ (and to what extent) when a framework in current prices or in constant prices is used. To deal with this issue, we consider the following two simple cases of calculating the effect of an exogenous stimulus of final demand in current prices (a) on gross output in constant prices, and (b) on employment. Because both current and constant prices are involved, we begin with a description of the two IO frameworks.
Our starting point is an IO table in money terms (say dollars) as given in Table 1 . The elements z ij of matrix Z give the domestic intermediate deliveries from sector i to sector j , and the elements m ij of matrix M denote the imports from a foreign sector The matrix A of domestic input coefficients is obtained as a ij = z ij /x j , which gives the domestic intermediate deliveries per unit of gross output. The material balance equations yield x = Zs + f, where s indicates the summation vector consisting of ones. Using the definition of A, these balance equations can be rewritten as x = Ax + f, which yields the standard Leontief model. Under the assumption that the domestic input coefficient matrix A remains constant, the new output vector x 1 as required for an exogenously specified new final demand vector f 1 is obtained as
The matrix L = (I − A) −1 is known as the Leontief inverse and its typical element l ij denotes the (additional) domestic production in dollars by sector i that is required to satisfy one (extra) dollar of final demand of product j . Once the gross domestic outputs are known, other factors of interest can also be computed. Suppose that information on the use of a certain factor (e.g. employment or water consumption, or land use, or CO 2 emissions) is also available at the same sector classification. For example, let the element e j of the vector e denote the number of people employed in sector j . Direct employment coefficients are then obtained as π = e x −1 . Its element π j = e j /x j gives the (extra) number of employed persons per (extra) dollar of production in sector j . Assuming that the input matrix A and the direct employment coefficients are fixed, element j of the row vector π L then provides the (extra) number of employed people used per (extra) dollar of final de-1 Matrices are given in bold, capital letters; vectors in bold, lower case letters; and scalars in italicized, lower case letters. Vectors are columns by definition, row vectors are obtained by transposition, indicated by a prime.x is a diagonal matrix with the elements of vector x along its main diagonal and zeros elsewhere. 2 It should be stressed that it is not necessary for the full import matrix to be given. Some countries only publish the row vector that consists of the column sums of M. This does not affect our analysis. mand for product j . Hence, the new employment vector e 1 that is needed to satisfy the exogenous final demand vector f 1 at the sector level is given by
The IO table in constant prices is exactly similar to Table 1 , the only difference being that all flows are expressed in constant prices. To distinguish between the two types of money flows, we add a bar on the top of each matrix/vector to indicate that its elements give the constant price value. For example, the domestic intersectoral transaction matrix in constant prices is denoted by Z. Now assume that an analyst is interested in forecasting the values of gross outputs in constant prices and the corresponding levels of employment that are required for a new final demand f 1 in current prices.
In an ideal IO world, we have that each sector i produces exactly one commodity that is sold at a single price. That is, the price of commodity i does not differ across buyers (i.e. any sector j or final demand categories such as consumers or the government). In that case we have a single vector p of deflators (which are the reciprocal of the price indexes) andZ =pZ,x =px, andf =pf. For the matrix with input coefficients we haveĀ =Zx −1 =pZx −1p−1 =pAp −1 and for the Leontief inversē
In solving the analyst's problem from the previous paragraph, we may start from a new final demand vector f 1 in current prices and first deflate it intopf 1 , after which the constant price IO framework is applied so as to yieldLpf 1 . Alternatively, we may first calculate the current priced outputs required for f 1 as Lf 1 , which are then deflated intopLf 1 . BecauseLp = (pLp −1 )p =pL, the two approaches always (i.e. for any vector f 1 ) yield the same answer. This implies that in an ideal world it does not matter whether the final demand vector is deflated first and then the constant price IO model is used to calculate the outputs, or whether the current price model is used first to calculate the outputs which are then deflated. However, real world cases are quite different. Neither do sectors produce a single commodity nor do all buyers of a particular commodity pay the same price. First, sectors are aggregates of establishments that produce different commodities, which implies that sectors sell baskets of commodities and the basket sold to sector j differs from the one sold to sector k. Due to the differences in the composition of the baskets, their prices will also be different. Second, the same commodity is often sold for prices that differ across buyers. As a consequence, deflators for the values in an IO table are typically cell-specific.
Next, we go back to the analyst's problem of forecasting the gross output values in constant prices (and the corresponding employment levels) that are required for a new final demand f 1 in current prices. The two approaches sketched above yield the following.
Option A (Deflation after gross output calculations in current prices) Equation 1 gives us the predicted values of the new gross outputs in current prices. To translate these values into their constant price equivalents, one needs only to deflate the new output vector x 1 . In the ideal world case we used a single vector p of deflators. Here we use output deflators that are often available from national statistical institutes or that can be readily obtained from the IO table in constant prices. From the gross outputs vectors in current and constant prices, the gross output deflators are calculated as
wherex is the gross outputs vector in constant prices. Thus, the forecasted gross outputs in constant prices are equal tō
where the subscript A refers to the fact that option A has been used for forecasting purposes. Since we are using the IO framework in current prices, the sectoral employment forecasts e A appear to be the same as those given in Equation 2. In a more formal fashion, let the direct coefficient of employmentπ j denote the (extra) number of employed persons per (extra) gross output in constant prices in sector j .
That is,π = e x −1
. This implies that according to option A the vector of sectoral employment due to the new final demand vector f 1 is derived as
Option B (Gross output calculations in constant prices after deflation of the final demands) To use the IO setting in constant prices, one must first deflate the exogenously specified final demands in current prices, i.e. f 1 . Deflation can be implemented using the gross output deflators (Equation 3). However, deflators of gross outputs are in general different from those of final demands. Therefore, it is preferable to use deflators for final demands. They are usually available from statistical institutes' data, 3 or -if IO tables in both current and constant prices are available -can be computed as
Using the constant price domestic input coefficient matrixĀ, option B's estimate of the vector of gross outputs in constant prices is
Now we have two estimates of gross outputs in constant prices, namely those given in Equations 4 and 7. However, as it is evident from the corresponding equations, these estimates are in general not equal to each other. They will be exactly equal for any final demand vector f 1 if and only ifp x L =Lp f which does not hold in real world cases. Hence, the crucial issue to consider is the significance of differences betweenx A andx B both at the sectoral level and at the aggregate level (i.e. after summing over the sectors).
For the forecasts of other factors (e.g. employment), according to option B, the new vector of sectoral employment due to the new final demand vector f 1 is derived as
Usingx =p x x impliesπ = e x −1p−1 x = π p −1 x , so that Equation 8 can be rewritten as e B =πp −1 xLp f f 1 . Note that the estimates in Equations 2 and 8 are therefore exactly the same for any vector f 1 if and only if L =p −1 xLp f . In other words, if and only ifp x L =Lp f , which was also the necessary and sufficient condition for the equality of the gross outputs under the two options. Clearly, the two estimates in Equations 2 and 8 for employment will not match in general. Hence, it is of practical importance to find out what the size of the differences between e A and e B is.
Option C (Using cell-specific deflators) We consider here another option that is feasible if IO data is available both in current and constant prices. The motivation for this method stems from the fact that deflators of observed IO tables are cell-specific. It has been well documented that a single deflator does not apply uniformly within a row of the IO table (see Statistics Canada 2001) . This is because a single commodity is sold for a different price to different buyers, and because sectors do not sell a single commodity but rather baskets of commodities and the composition of the baskets differs per buyer.
The proposed matching method consists of three steps. In the first step, the standard Leontief model in current prices (Equation 1) is used to derive the gross outputs vector x 1 that is required for an exogenously specified final demand vector f 1 . In the second step, a new matrix of intermediate deliveries in current prices is calculated using the assumption that the domestic input matrix A is fixed. That is, Z 1 = Ax 1 .
For the last stage, we use the cell-specific deflators as computed from the available IO data in current and constant prices. That is, the ij th element of the matrix of intersectoral deflators P is obtained from p ij =z ij /z ij , while the final demand deflators are computed as in Equation 6. Deflating the intermediate delivery in current prices (i.e. element z 1 ij of matrix Z 1 ) givesz 1 ij = p ij z 1 ij . Thus, the sum of the deflated new intersectoral sales plus the deflated final demands gives the estimate of the gross output vector in constant prices. That is,
where ⊗ indicates the Hadamard product of element-wise multiplication.
The estimated employment vector makes use the direct employment coefficients that are expressed per gross output in constant prices, i.e.
To sum up, we have now three estimates for the gross outputs in constant prices and three employment forecasts. It should be noted that option A only requires an IO table in current prices and a vector of gross output deflators. Options B and C are more demanding in terms of data; they require the tables in current and constant prices to be available. Given the fact that in real world cases deflators do not apply uniformly within a row, option A seems to be the least preferred. Options B and C fully use the cell-specific deflators and are thus to be preferred if data is available.
The next section will empirically answer the question whether (and to what extent) the estimates differ from each other. We will consider the percentage differences of gross outputs and employment between the pair of methods, both at the sectoral and the total economy level. The following theorem shows that -at the sectoral level -the pairwise differences are exactly the same for gross outputs and employment (or any other factor of interest). Proof The possible pairs of methods are A and B, A and C, and B and C. Let us start with the last combination, i.e. j = B and k = C. First, note that comparing x i (j, k) and e i (j, k) is equivalent to comparing the ratios of corresponding sectoral gross outputs and sectoral employment. Let // denote Hadamard element-wise division. Then using Equations 8 and 10 we easily obtain e B //e C =πx B //πx C =x B //x C , which proves equivalence when methods B and C are compared.
Theorem 1 Let
Let e be the vector of the number of workers employed in each sector. Then Equation 3 can be written in a matrix form asp x =x −1x =êx −1ê−1x =ππ The result above shows that the differences between the gross outputs of any two methods provide a complete picture at the sectoral level, because the differences between the employment forecasts (or any other factor) are the same. It should be noted that by working with percentage differences, we have implicitly assumed that the employment in each sector is positive. In case the employment in sector i is zero, we have that all forecasts for this sector are also zero (i.e. element i of the vectors e A , e B , and e C ), which is an obvious result. Finally, it should be stressed that at the economywide level the percentage difference in overall gross outputs will -in general -not be equal to that in total employment estimates. For example, comparing methods B and C, we have for the ratio in total employment s e B /s e C =π x B /π x C , which generally differs from s x B /s x C , the ratio in overall gross outputs.
Empirical results
We use Danish input-output (IO) tables for the period of 2000-2007 that are available from Statistics Denmark at a 130-sector classification. 4 These datasets distinguish between domestic and imported deliveries and their structure is given in Table 1. The We apply the tree alternatives discussed in Section 2 (i.e. options A, B and C) to predict the vectors of gross outputs and employment for an exogenous final demand, which is specified as the average of the seven final demand vectors in current prices for the years 2001-2007. The computations are also done on aggregated data, where we have reduced the number of sectors from 130 to 56. Table 2 gives the percentage differences of the results of the three methods in terms of economy-wide gross outputs (i.e. the sum of all sectoral gross outputs). Table 2 clearly demonstrates that methods A, B and C provide essentially the same predictions of the economy-wide gross outputs. The reported percentage differences between the three methods are practically negligible. That is, on average, the values of overall outputs in constant prices differ from each other only by 0.001-0.002% when the number of sectors is 130. Intuitively speaking, one might expect that the further one is in time from the base year 2000, the larger the differences are. However, this is not the case, the differences vary over time without a clear pattern.
Observe that major differences are found between B and A and between C and A, whereas the differences between B and C are typically minor. First, note that the three types of differences are not independent of each other. That is, See the note to Table 2. because C/A is approximately 1 as follows from Table 2 .
If then (B − C)/C is extremely close to 0, we have that (B − A)/A approximately equals (C − A)/A.
Second, recall that methods B and C both use the full matrix with cell-specific deflators, whereas option A only uses deflators for gross outputs and final demands. Note that for the base year 2000, all three methods provide exactly the same outcomes since the current and constant priced IO data is exactly the same. Hence, the vectors of gross output deflators in Equation 3 and final demand deflators in Equation 6, and the matrix of intersectoral deflators P will consist only of ones. This implies that the vectors of predicted gross outputs in constant prices in Equations 4, 7 and 9, and employment vectors in Equations 2, 8 and 10 for methods A, B and C, respectively, exactly coincide.
Another observation is that the aggregation from 130 to 56 sectors tends to increase the percentage differences between the methods. Still, the largest difference between gross output projections is minimal (0.042%). So, from a practical view, aggregation from 130 to 56 sectors does not really change our conclusion. The average percentage differences ranged from 0.003 to 0.017% when 56 sectors were considered. Note that aggregation seems to affect the comparisons B-A and C-A, but not B-C. This is shown by the bottom part of Table 2 with changes (going from 130 to 56 sectors) in percentage differences. Larger changes are found for the comparisons B-A and C-A. Table 3 provides the outcomes for total employment, which sketch a picture very similar to the results reported in Table 2 for gross output. That is, the differences between the methods are very small, they do not show a clear pattern over time, and they exhibit the same distinction (i.e. B and C versus A). The only difference with the finding in Table 2 is that the aggregation from 130 to 56 sectors does not tend to increase the percentage differences (on average they even decrease). Tables 2 and 3 provided the predicted outcomes of the economy-wide output and employment. It is also interesting to see the differences at the sectoral level. The distribution of these differences is described by a five-number summary of the percentage differences, i.e. the minimum, the first quartile (Q1), the median, the third quartile (Q3) and the maximum. The results are reported in Table 4 , and because they Fig. 1 Boxplots of the differences between the methods A, B and C at the sectoral level. In each box, the central mark is the median, the edges of the box are the 25th and 75th percentiles (i.e., first and third quartiles, Q1 and Q3), the whiskers extend to the most extreme datapoints, and the outliers are plotted individually. The extreme datapoints are determined by the so-called 1.5 interquartile range (IQR = Q3 − Q1) rule, i.e., all datapoints falling below Q1 − 1.5 × IQR or above Q3 + 1.5 × IQR are considered as outliers.
are at the level of individual sectors, the differences are the same for both gross outputs and employment estimates (as follows from Theorem 1). The boxplots of the same data in Figure 1 depict the full distribution of the differences. The results at the sectoral level show that the differences for certain sectors can be much larger indeed than those at the economy-wide level. The largest percentage differences are observed in all six panels of Table 4 (or boxplots of Figure 1 ) for 2007. For the original data (n = 130), the largest difference between the results of methods A and B is 3.297%, while it is 3.280% for A-C and 0.868% for B-C. Similar findings hold for the aggregated data (n = 56). All these major differences concern the estimates of the same sector, namely, Manufacture of office machinery and computers (code 300000). This sector produced 1,885 mln DKK in 2007, which equals only 0.0617% of the Danish economy-wide gross output in current prices for that year. The corresponding percentage for gross output in constant prices is 0.0941%. So, the largest differences at the sectoral level were found for a sector that was very small in terms of output. A similar finding holds for some of the other years. Again, considering the original data (n = 130), it turns out that Manufacture and distribution of gas (code 402000) When taking the sectoral level into account, most differences between the methods are well below 1%. Methods B and C provide estimates of both gross output in constant prices and employment that are very close to each other again. The percentage differences range from −0.409 to 0.868%. For all the comparisons, we find that the outcomes when using aggregated data are very similar to those for the full 130-sector data. Summarizing, there are only few sectors for which the outcomes of the different methods show a difference in the range of 1.0-3.5% (these sectors are clear outliers in the boxplots of Figure 1) . Moreover, these sectors contribute very little to the overall gross output. In all cases, their shares in gross output (both in current and constant prices) are well below 1%. This explains why, for the economy-wide level figures given in Tables 2 and 3 , we found such very small differences between the predictions of the three methods.
Suppose now that one is concerned about the precision of sectoral predictions. That is, suppose a 2-3% difference is an issue even for sectors with a small contribution to the economy total output (or total employment). In that case, one might prefer methods B and C to method A. This is because the forecasts for B use a domestic input matrix that is already expressed in constant prices, while C uses cell-specific deflators to obtain an input matrix in constant prices. Apparently, from these two approaches, option B is slightly simpler to implement. Hence, in case IO data in constant prices is available, we recommend (on the base of our findings) to use option B. That is, first deflate the exogenously given final demand with the final demand deflators and use the IO data in constant prices to predict gross output and/or any other factor of interest through Equations 7 and 8.
For many purposes, however, differences of less than 5% may be neglected, in particular when they are observed for small sectors. In such cases, all three methods provide sufficiently close estimates at the sectoral level as well. In Figure 2 , we provide the boxplots for the means over 2001-2007 of the percentage differences -at the sectoral level -between the methods. Both the boxplots for the aggregated and the disaggregated data show that the middle 50% of the mean percentage differences fall in an interval that has almost zero width; that most of the other datapoints (except for the outliers) fall within a range of ±0.04%; and that outliers range from ±0.45% for the original (n = 130) data and from −0.15 to 0.70% for the aggregated (n = 56) data.
On the basis of these sectoral results and the economy-wide differences provided in Tables 2 and 3 , we may conclude that, on average, the three methods considered in this paper perform very, very similarly for most practical purposes. The simplest of the three options is method A, for which one does not need to have IO data in constant prices (including separate deflators for final demands). That is, one can simply use the standard Leontief model in current prices to predict the sectoral gross outputs (and/or any other factor of interest) as required for an exogenously specified final demand in current prices. The obtained gross outputs then need to be deflated with the widely available gross output deflators to find the gross output estimates in constant prices.
When analyzing the differences in results obtained when using a model based on a monetary IO table with a model based on a physical IO table, Weisz and Duchin (2006) called attention to the role of prices. They argue that the common assumption is that each sector applies a single price for all of its sales. If this assumption is approximately met, the results obtained from the two models may be expected to be similar. The same also applies for the models based on IO tables in current prices and in constant prices. That is, the finding that the three methods produce outcomes that are very close to each other may to a large extent be caused by the fact that the cell-specific deflators are very much the same within each sector. If that is the case, the columns of the matrix P and the vectors p x and p f are very similar. Table A .1 in the Appendix reports the descriptive statistics of deflators of intermediate inputs and final demand for each of 130 supplying sectors for Denmark. The year 2007 was chosen for this purpose as it is the furthest from the base year 2000. We find that for 97 sectors, the coefficient of variation (i.e. the ratio of the standard deviation and the mean) is less than 10%. For the interquartile range (IQR = Q3 − Q1), we find that 110 sectors have IQR < 0.100. This indicates that in 110 sectors, 50% of the sector's prices fall in a range of 0.100 (which is a small range when compared to an overall average price around one). Only 5 sectors showed an interquartile range larger than 0.200. All in all, it seems to be the case that the cell-specific deflators are fairly similar within each sector.
At the same time, it should be emphasized that the prices show quite a number of outliers. For example, the prices range from 0.105 to 8.670 in sector 4 and from 0.388 to 31.009 in sector 27. Taking the ratio between the largest and the smallest observation for each sector, i.e. Max/Min, we find the following. For 37 sectors Max/Min ≥ 2.000, in 10 of these sectors Max/Min ≥ 4.000, and in 4 of these sectors we even find Max/Min ≥ 25.000. In the present case, the outliers only play a marginal role because they typically are for deliveries with a small value and their effect is, thus, very small. This need not always be the case, however.
When the cell-specific deflators have a limited variability, the situation is close to the situation with a single vector p of deflators. As we have seen, in such a situation there simply is no difference between applying methods A and B (and C). This finding is consistent with the practice of constructing tables in constant prices by applying (an adapted form of) the double deflation method (see Dietzenbacher and Hoen 1998, 1999) .
Concluding remarks
In this paper we have investigated whether it matters for input-output (IO) impact analysis that the IO data is expressed in current or in constant prices. In particular, we calculated the amount of gross outputs in constant prices and employment as required for an exogenously specified vector of final demands in current prices. For this purpose we have compared three methods, all of which make use of the Leontief IO framework. These methods differed from each other in using IO data expressed: only in current prices, plus gross output deflators (A); in constant prices, plus final demand deflators (B); and in both current and constant prices to derive cell-specific price indices (C).
We found that all three methods essentially provide very similar predictions, for the economy-wide gross output and employment in particular. For such purposes, we recommend using the simplest method (A) which does not require the availability of IO data in constant prices. That is, use the standard Leontief method (based only on the IO data in current prices) to derive the estimates of gross outputs in current prices and other factors of interest (such as employment). The obtained gross outputs then need to be deflated by the widely available gross output deflators to find the corresponding outputs in constant prices.
Whenever IO data in constant prices is available, we recommend using approach B. That is, the vector of exogenously specified final demands in current prices first needs to be deflated by the corresponding final demand deflators (also available from various statistical dataset). Then the derived final demand stimulus vector in constant prices is used to predict the gross outputs in constant prices and any other factor using the IO framework in constant prices.
The methods A and B provided very similar results at the aggregate level, that is, in terms of total gross output or total employment. However, at the sectoral level the differences were somewhat larger (up to 3.5%) for sectors with a small contribution to the total gross output. Hence, if one is worried about such deviations, then option B is preferred, because the value of the intermediate deliveries between the sectors is already expressed in constant prices. Note that the aggregation of sectors (from 130 to 56) did not affect our findings.
Finally, we would like to raise three remarks, each indicating a potential direction for further research. First, all exercises in this paper used the average of the seven final demand vectors (i.e. averaged over [2001] [2002] [2003] [2004] [2005] [2006] [2007] as the exogenously specified starting point. Of course, this implies that we have been working with a very specific final demand vector f 1 . Note that "size" does not matter for our exercise, in the sense that kf 1 (for an arbitrary non-zero scalar k) would have resulted in exactly the same percentage differences between the methods. What does matter, however, and may influence the results is the sectoral mix of the final demands. A possibility for further investigation is not to rely on specific final demand vectors, but simply include any possibility. To this end, one should consider the full set of n (= 130, 56) unit vectors. 5 This is because any vector can be written as a linear combination of the n unit vectors.
Second, Denmark was chosen because of data availability, but may of course be a very specific case. The results for other countries may be different. For example, for Denmark we found that there was only limited variability in the prices of each sector, which implies that methods A, B and C will generate similar results. At the same time, however, some clear outliers were observed. If these outliers occur for small deliveries, they will generate little effect. If such outliers had occurred for a few large deliveries, their influence might have been more pronounced. Clearly, this calls for an examination of a set of (preferably diverse) countries.
Third, in this paper we have restricted the aggregation to the case of n = 56 sectors, obtained from the original 130 sectors. The reason is that further aggregation is not recommended from an economic viewpoint (although data availability often necessitates one to aggregate further). A much more detailed analysis of the effects of aggregation might be interesting though, because there are two opposing forces at work. On the one hand, suppose that there is a uniform price for each of the original sectors (but the uniform prices differ across the sectors). Aggregation implies that the deliveries of an aggregated sector are baskets of goods produced by the original sectors and that these baskets will have a different mix of goods for different buyers (see also de Mesnard and Dietzenbacher 1995) . Because the prices differ across the original sectors, the aggregated sectors are not likely to sell their products (i.e. baskets) at a uniform price. Aggregation may thus be expected to increase the discrepancies between the methods. On the other hand, if the prices of the original sectors exhibit outliers, aggregation may have a smoothening effect. In that case, the prices of some aggregated sectors may be more uniform than the original sectors and aggregation might reduce the discrepancies. An empirical analysis might provide an insight into the results of these two opposing forces at different levels of aggregation. 
